BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Thomas Mosley and 					: 		C-2018-3001526
Norma Mosley					:	
							:
	v.						:		
							:
Metropolitan Edison Company			:
						


INTERIM ORDER
ADDRESSING COMPLAINANT’S REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION

[bookmark: _GoBack]On September 3, 2019, a Call-In Telephone Hearing Notice was issued scheduling a telephonic evidentiary hearing in this proceeding for November 6, 2019, at 10:00 a.m.  The Notice stated that the undersigned Presiding Officer was presiding over the evidentiary hearing in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.  The Notice further provided that the hearing will take place on November 6, 2019 at 10:00 a.m., and provided that the Parties must call into the hearing and provided instructions for the Parties to call into the hearing.  The Notice also provided that if the Parties have witnesses they want to have present at the hearing, the Party must provide the witnesses with the telephone conference number and passcode provided on the Notice in order for the witnesses to participate at the hearing.

On October 1, 2019, an Interim Order was entered confirming the requirements for the evidentiary hearing.  The order correctly identified the Complainants and provided the correct Docket Number but incorrectly identified the Respondent as Pennsylvania Electric Company instead of Metropolitan Edison Company, and was served on the Parties.  It is the understanding of the undersigned Presiding Officer that this error was corrected, and another Interim Order Confirming Requirements for Evidentiary Hearing was subsequently entered, which correctly identified the Respondent as Metropolitan Edison Company, and that both orders have subsequently been served upon the Parties.  

The Interim Order dated October 1, 2019, provided in part, that the Parties were required to serve their proposed exhibits upon the undersigned Presiding Officer and the opposing Party on or before October 25, 2019.  The order also confirmed that the Call-In Telephonic Hearing would take place on November 6, 2019, at 10:00 a.m. (emphasis added).

The Parties are again advised that the undersigned Presiding Officer will preside over the hearing from the Commission hearing office in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and the Parties and their witnesses will participate by telephone, consistent with the instructions set forth in the Call-In Telephone Hearing Notice issued on September 3, 2019.

On October 31, 2019, the undersigned Presiding Officer received a 15-page document, including a facsimile cover page directed to the undersigned Presiding Officer, although it was incorrectly addressed to Jeffery Watson.  In addition, the document references copies being provided to numerous individuals, with the exception of counsel for Respondent.  Complainant is once again reminded that any communication provided to me must also be copied to counsel for Respondent.

The first two pages of the document is entitled “Emergency Request for Clarification”.  The document states that the Interim Order Confirming Requirements for Evidentiary Hearing contains “several mistakes” and identifies that the Respondent was incorrectly identified as addressed above.  Complainant also states that the Interim Order mistakenly states that the Hearing Notice was issued scheduling a telephonic evidentiary hearing in this proceeding for November 6, 2019, at 10:00 a.m. in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Contrary to Complainants assertion, the Interim Order and Call-In Telephone Hearing Notice correctly state that the telephonic hearing is Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.  In the event that these documents were the source of confusion for any Party, the undersigned Presiding Officer will preside over the hearing from the Commission hearing room in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and the Parties will participate by telephone, consistent with the instructions provided in the Call-In Telephone Hearing Notice.

Complainant also indicates that she needed clarification regarding a letter from Respondent issued on October 24, 2019, stating that the hearing was scheduled as an in-person hearing.  Complainant stated that “It is obvious the Company made a mistake by stating the hearing would be in person….”  Since the error was “obvious” to Complainant, no further discussion regarding that matter is warranted.  I will preside over the hearing from a hearing room in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and the Parties will participate by telephone.

In addition, Complainant states that someone from my office advised her that Complainant needed to be at the hearing in Pittsburgh or someone else needed to be there to represent her case.  To the extent that Complainant may have misunderstood any discussion resulting from a call to my office, it would appear more prudent to address such matters in writing.

In addition, as I advised the Parties in my Interim Order entered on October 1, 2019, the Parties were instructed in ordering paragraph number 9 to cooperate with one another in an effort to resolve any procedural matters prior to the hearing.

Finally, with regard to the portion of the document entitled “To be Read or Written Into the Record”, in the event that Complainant provides those materials to counsel for Respondent prior to the hearing, Complainant may make her request at the evidentiary hearing, subject to any comment or objection by counsel for Respondent.
 
Under the circumstances, the following order will be entered.

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

That the call-in telephonic hearing will take place as scheduled on 
November 6, 2019, at 10:00 a.m.  The Parties shall participate in the hearing consistent with the Call-In Telephone Hearing Notice issued on September 3, 2019.  In the event of any further confusion, the Parties are encouraged to communicate with each other in an effort to resolve any such issues.

The Parties shall comply in all respects with the Interim Order entered on October 1, 2019.

The hearing is a formal proceeding and will be conducted in accordance with the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure. 

The Parties are advised that the only evidence that may be considered in this case is that evidence properly presented and accepted by the undersigned Presiding Officer into the record at the Call-In evidentiary hearing scheduled for November 6, 2019.  Documentation or materials previously submitted to the other party, to the undersigned Presiding Officer, the Commission or otherwise is not evidence and cannot be considered in making a decision in this case unless properly presented and accepted at the hearing by the undersigned presiding officer.  

That it shall be the responsibility of the Party offering their proposed evidence to make appropriate arrangements to properly present their evidence at the hearing in this proceeding.  The Parties are encouraged to cooperate in an effort to resolve any procedural matters prior to the hearing.  The failure to make such appropriate arrangements as set forth above, may result in the refusal of any request to use such materials at the hearing or to introduce any such materials or proposed evidence at the hearing in this proceeding.

That Complainant is once again reminded that any communications with the undersigned Presiding Officer must be copied contemporaneously to counsel for Respondent.


[bookmark: _Hlk10727748]Date:  November 1, 2019							/s/			
								Jeffrey A. Watson
								Administrative Law Judge
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